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I. Introduction-Résumé 


A fundamental, and in some ways, breakthrough meeting of the editorial 
board of the AAP project was held at the University of Aarhus, Aarhus, Den- 
mark, hosted by Henning Lehmann, Rector of the University. 

The primary task set out by Michael Stone for this meeting was the selection 
of the approximately 200 examples of Armenian manuscript writing to be inclu- 
ded in the Album. This was accomplished by a preliminary selection of 190 
(and not 199 as thought) specimens to be included in the book plus a number of 
items which might be appropriate as supplementary illustrations in the introduc- 
tory section(s). 

Much more important than this work were the several theoretical discussions 
on various aspects of the Album, its contents and organization, conducted bet- 
ween Stone, Lehmann, and Kouymjian, both jointly and separately. These at 
times casual exchanges culminated in an energetic and often remarkable three 
day brainstorming session on Sunday afternoon, January 23, after the selection 
of manuscripts was finished. Monday and Tuesday were spent recording the 
work of Friday, Saturday, and Sunday in the database and in finishing up 
various logistical matters and the writing of a draft of this report. 

At no time since the inception of the project has there been such a commonly 
felt sense that the Album of Armenian Palaeography had been consolidated 
conceptually and the massive data (some 600 to a 1000 photographed examples) 
digested. The co-authors also felt closer together in terms of mastering the raw 
material gathered for the project and collectively moved a level higher in 
understanding the nature of Armenian script and the inherent problems in pre- 
senting this material to a scholarly audience as an album-manual tracing the his- 
tory of Armenian writing. 


II. Formal Working Sessions 


A. Friday morning, 21 Jan.: S set up the computer (Mac Centris 660A V 
supplied by L) and readied the database he brought with him; Lehmann and 
Stone made the selection of erkat‘agir mss. 

B. Friday afternoon and evening, 21 Jan.: L & S briefed K on procedure. 

C. Saturday morning, 22 Jan.: K & L sorted notrgir and šłagir mss (with S 
assisting or helping at crucial moments), while S worked on the database and 
CD-ROM disks brought by K from Paris (S gave K a copy of his one CD-ROM and 
K gave S his five disks). 

D. Saturday afternoon, 22 Jan.: K & L sorted and selected half the bolor- 
gir mss while S began entering the selected erkat‘agir mss into the database. 

E. Saturday night, 22 Jan.: K reviewed erkat‘agir selections made by L & S 
earlier. 

F. Sunday morning, 23 Jan.: K & L finished bolorgir mss selection, while 
S worked on the database, K & S reviewed K’s erkat‘agir selections and incor- 
porated them with L & S’s earlier work, L & S looked at palaeographic samples 
from Cilician chancelleries brought by K from the recent exhibit in the Paris on 
Cilician Armenia. 

G. Sunday afternoon, 23 Jan.: With the primary task — the ms selection for 
the AAP — finished, S laid out on the conference table the early bolorgir which 
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displayed the mixed erkat‘agir and bolorgir (MEB) characteristics, asking K & 
L to examine the material with him to determine if this was a separate category 
of Armenian script. This led to a general, two hour discussion on mixed scripts, 
criteria of script selection, arrangement of material in Album, the newly redis- 
covered Armenian papyrus, and other topics. 

H. Monday morning, 24 Jan.: K & S arrived at the center early in the mor- 
ning so that S could finish the recording of bolorgir samples selected in the data- 
base while K worked on the 4th Dimension database. S printed out copies of the 
190 mss selected by category (in chronological order except for bolorgir); K, L 
& S worked on logistics and housekeeping. S decided that since the primary 
task was finished and the conceptual work was accomplished the day before he 
would leave in the afternoon for Leiden. 

I. Monday afternoon, 24 Jan.: K organized the accumulated material 
and work of the past days and began writing a detailed report of the 
proceedings. 

J. Tuesday morning, 25 Jan.: K finished report and left Aarhus in the late 
afternoon as scheduled. 


III. Selection of Manuscript Pages to Be Included in AAP 


A. General considerations: The selection was made from all paste-ups, 
brought to Aarhus by S (K only brought those selected earlier by S plus those K 
thought needed reconsideration). S abandoned (for the purpose of selection at 
least) all subcategories of script. S also abandoned his preliminary selection of 
174 samples communicated by FAX to K in Paris in January. From more than 
600 paste-ups, 190 were selected in four subcategories as given below, plus 11 
items for the Introduction. The categories correspond to the traditional ones 
known to Armenian paleography: Erkat‘agir [E], Bolorgir (or Boloragir) [B], 
Notrgir (or Notragir) [N], Stagir (or Setagir) [S]. From the B group, a possible 
subgroup was detached, namely the mixed E and B or MEB, as discussed in 
II.G. above. 


Manuscripts Selected 


TYPE QUANTITY DATE RANGE 

0. Introductory section 11 samples 

1. Erkat‘agir 50 samples 0862-1646 (penult. 1331) 
1.-2. Mixed E& B 14 samples 0981-1284 

2. Bolorgir 86 samples 1181-1829 (penult. 1814) 
3. Notrgir 33 samples (one B?) 1284-1335 

4. Stagir 07 samples 1644-1887 

Total 201 samples (190 + 11 for intro.) 


There is a problem with the distribution of erkat‘agir mss at the end of the 
series with a jump of three centuries, which K believes does not reflect the 
facts. 
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The disproportion is not as bad as it was initially thought because of our 
selection whenever possible of specimens outside the Matenadaran collection. 
The approximately 11,000 manuscripts in the Erevan collection represent some 
37% of the estimated 30,000 surviving Armenian manuscripts. If we count the 
Venice and Jerusalem collections as containing 4,000 mss each, their mss repre- 
sent 13% each of the total and are, therefore, properly represented. K believes 
we Shall have to try, if possible, to reduce the Matenadaran selection by 10%, 
some 18 mss, by finding adequate substitutes from other collections. This will 
not be difficult. Having a proportional distribution, though simply a theoretical 
notion, will, nevertheless, provide a balance. 


IV. Organization of the Album 


A. Scripts 


The major discussions among project directors revolved around script-types 
and their characteristics. The culminating open-ended exchange began by S 
asking K & L to examine with him the series of mss with erkat‘agir letters 
mixed with bolorgir letters. S’s question was “Do these mss of a MEB type 
represent a separate category of writing?” No final decision was reached. The 
nature of the question and the responses were rhetorical and provided the impe- 
tus for the overall examination of the Album during the following two hours. 

K expressed his believe that the only way to solve the question was to make 
a list of letters clearly of the E script and a complementary list of B script let- 
ters. If there were patterns of consistent use over time and geographical regions 
of E and B letters, then one might concluded that there was in fact a formal wri- 
ting type of a MEB nature’, i.e., a script that was taught to scribes in scriptoria. 
K also suggested to S that if there were letters in the MEB series distinct in even 
slight characteristics from both the E and B type of these letters, that could serve 
as another objective criterion for calling the series a separate type of script. 

The Album and its authors have an obligation to define as accurately as pos- 
sible what constitutes erkat‘agir, bolorgir, notrgir, and Stagir writing styles (K). 
By define, K means describe how the individual letters (both upper and lower 
case varieties) are drawn, as well as how combinations of letters and lines are 
rendered on a page. In the history of Armenian paleography this has not been 
satisfactorily done, though Aéaryan? had defined the E, B, and N series letter by 
letter and later Abrahamyan* defined most of the E series. A model of ideal 
erkat‘agir, including the sub-types, slanted and angular, could be presented, even 
though there is a risk that such an ideal type does not in fact exist, or is never 
used in any one manuscript or scriptorium. K believes that there is a good 
chance that an ideal type does exist for all scripts?. 


* Michael Stone had already prepared a draft article on the MEB script, which he pre- 
sented to L and K; it is now ready for publication. 

> H. ACARYAN, Hayoc‘ greré, Vienna, 1928. 

4 Ašot G. ABRAHAMYAN, Hayoc“ gir ev grc‘ut‘yun, Erevan, 1973. 

5 K also believes that a careful examination of 16th and 17th century printing types 
will be useful in determining the E and B models, and later type faces for the N and S 
models. But S believes this to be doubtful. 
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The distinction of types of writing rests more on the shape of individual let- 
ters, on the observation of ascenders and descenders, than on the roundness or 
the slant of the same letters, though these latter consideration are traditional and 
useful. S pointed out that Armenian letters, all of them by inference, sit on the 
line, whereas Semitic letters hang from the line®. Thus, S and K and L agreed 
that in making the alphabet charts from the computerized images of the mss, the 
line on which the letters rest be indicated’. S pointed out that there was more 
than one line and L suggested there were at least four lines: the resting support 
line, an imagined upper limit line of the body of the letter, a line above that for 
the ascenders and one below the support line for the descender. S added that in 
some scripts and subscripts there was more than one ascender and descender 
line. K added that ruling would be very useful in this matter. 

K believes that if the notion of transition from one script to another is to be 
accepted (even if not consistently, and he is not sure it is to be accepted) than a 
careful examination of how letters are drawn, the number of strokes employed, 
the instruments used to make them, all need concrete documentation. In varying 
ways KLS have been doing this already. 

S suggested more than once that in addition to the paper he has in part com- 
pleted on the MEB series, that K and L take on other types for monographs. 5 
suggested that K take on the E series; K responded by saying he was already 
interested in the E series from the optic of determining regional schools or 
groups of mss for the period up to 1100 on which he has been working for some 
time from the miniature art contained in his Index of Armenian Art. KLS agreed 
that there was enough material already in the large photographic survey of the 
AAP to do a separate future work on the B script, perhaps as a volume in a pro- 
posed Subsidia series to the Album. 

The question of how and when the EBNS types came into being was examined 
more than once. K has told S several times, without absolute certainty, that he 
believes the EBN® types existed from the earliest times, probably before the 
earliest surviving manuscript evidence’. This raised the question: “Was Mesrop 
Ma&toc*‘s invention erkat‘agir?’’ Or did he invent B too? S feels that E was his 
invention. K is uncertain, but poses the question of who invented B? That is how 
and when did it come into being? The how being of fundamental interest. 

The discussion also touched on N; K pointed out to L and S that the recent 
Cilician Kingdom exhibit at the Sorbonne in Paris was striking by the number of 
written documents on display. from the royal Cilician Armenian chancellery. 
These were for the most part originals of the 13th and early 14th centuries, and 
at least half a dozen were signed by the kings themselves. Most seem to reflect 
a chancellery writing probably by court secretaries, dpir in Armenian, the equi- 
valent of notarius in Latin. It may be that N either developed in the royal or 


€ S comments that he feels sure that older Armenian scripts also hang from the line in 
some cases. 

7 S adds, “This now proves very difficult. I was unable to do it on the screen!” 

8 S rightly asks, “Are you sure of this?” To which K replies, “not totally, but a cur- 
sive existed from early times, whether N or Š or a mixture of the two is not certain.” 

” S remarks, “Yes! But B is later than E,” which is to say that our earliest surviving 
manuscript hands are in E. 
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catholicossal Cilician milieu or was perfected within it. For K this immediately 
poses the question of whether a chancellery script (N?) existed at the Bagratid 
(etc.) courts of the 10th and 11th centuries, and even the earlier Arsacid court of 
Ma&Stoc*‘s time, for which periods there is no evidence. K is already looking into 
the Cilician type and may some day produce an article. 

During this discussion, K proposed again the question of upper and lower 
case letters. Certainly this needs an examination for each of the series. S poin- 
ted out what K & L had observed, that in the E series the upper case was 
simply the normal E (itself an uncial) written larger. K thought it might be use- 
ful to see if the upper case B series was the same as the normal E series letters. 

The question of the names of the types EBNS also came up. K wondered 
whether they were useful descriptions or just traditional ones. S threw out the 
idea of using Uncial (= E), Cursive (= B) and so forth. The exact meaning of the 
names of the series EBNS is not clear and needs more work (K has started that). 
However, it seems apparent already that EB and S are somehow descriptive of 
look or way letters were written, while N informs us of the function of the wri- 
ter-scribe or type of document (chancellery) created with that script. 

S elaborated on his own description of the types which he has been distribu- 
ting to K and L for more that a year as accompanying elements of the paste-ups 
he has prepared and sent. 

The problem of the distinction between N and Š or B and N and Š was also 
reviewed. There is confusion in the traditional scholarly literature. For Yov- 
960 6870 in both his Album of 1913!! and his Colophons of 1951, endorsed by 
Abrahamyan,!? the Š type existed in the 11th and 12th centuries, but went out of 
use until the 17th centuries. His examples of S, colophons in the M2877 and a 
colophon of 1155, look like very thin B, they do not have connecting or 
ligatured letters of 18th and 19th century Š. However, chancellery diplomatica 
of the Cilician kingdom, show cursive forms (the privileges to Montpellier mer- 
chants of the early 14th century) that may be the basis of later N or Š or both. 

To the Š series, K felt that autographs from scholars like Ališan or Abbot 
Mxitar or both should be added, as well as literary hands from a well known 
eastern Armenian writer, e.g. E. C‘arénc’ or Abovean, and western, Y. OSakan 
or Paronean or even Komitas. 

During an earlier discussion, K suggested the possible including of a speci- 
men or specimens of Armenian printed text from the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries. Perhaps these should be used in the introduction. 

S brought up the Armenian papyrus and asked K how he was doing. K repor- 
ted that he was making progress and would be sending word to the other 
members of the team — B. Coulie and J. Weitenberg — about the project. 
S mentioned his colleague in Paris, Constantine Zukermann, as a Byzantine 


10 S suggests that this could be checked nicely in MSS which have both E and B 
pages. 

11 Garegin YOVSEPEAN, Gre“ut‘ean aruesté hin hayoc‘ méj, published as “‘K‘artez hay 
hnagrut‘ean”, Sotakat‘, S. Ejmiacin hayagitakan Zotovacu, I, VatarSapat: S. Ejmiacin, 
1913, pp. 170-214, a-d, 1, 90 pls, 143 figs. 

12 Garegin YOVSEPEAN, YisSatakarank‘ jeragrac‘, Antelias, 1951. 

13 ABRAHAMYAN, Hayoc‘ gir ev gre‘ut‘yun. 
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papyrologist expert. S showed L the new photographs of the papyrus found by 
K in Paris at S’s instigation, as well as the hithertofore unknown and unpubli- 
shed reverse side of the papyrus. S suggested that K write a preliminary note for 
the REArm or other journal on the rediscovery of the papyrus and its eventual 
team publication. S suggested that the monograph on the papyrus might appear 
in the proposed Subsidia series of the Album, especially if some subsidy could 
be found by K. S gave a number of other suggestions to K. 

K reported that he had already started his script and alphabet analysis of the 
papyrus, had transcribed half of the document in Armenian letters on the com- 
puter, and would be sending computer and photo versions to the other members 
of the team for analysis of the Greek (the language of the text) by Coulie and 
analysis of phonetics of the Armenian letters used for Greek by Weitenberg. S 
suggested a carbon 14 or materials dating analysis and K reported that he was 
already working on that. S made the excellent suggestion of K applying for a 
major grant for varied photography and date analysis!*. 

K reports that he thinks the document dates as early as the 6th century, per- 
haps even the late 5th (less likely), because of the archaic shape of certain let- 
ters, particularly the A and the N. K also thinks that the type of writing, even 
though the letters are formed in what we call E script type, is nevertheless cur- 
sive. The papyrus will be used in the introduction to the Album. 


B. Presentation of Selected Samples Including Layout 


1. Generalities 


S and K came with paste-ups organized in albums by groups and chronologi- 
cally arranged following the most useful preliminary selection made by S 
through months of careful observation of all material gathered. As stated, during 
the selection process of the EBNS groups, the early grouping and selection was 
put aside, as were subcategories. 

The problem of arranging the samples in the final volume arises from the way 
the palaeographic samples lend themselves to two natural, but distinct, modes of 
selection: (1) chronologically by date of the manuscript for all specimens, or, 
(2) in sets (internally arranged by ascending dates) according to script types, 
EBNS, and possibly subtypes. In the broadest terms, the discussion then turned 
around the ways that both of these natural criteria could be satisfied by the 
Album and its various apparatus. 

For the moment, the consensus seems to be the opinion expressed most stron- 
gly by L, namely, that the approximately 200 samples be arranged in strict chro- 
nological order in the body of the book. The sorting of the same material by 


14 Dickran Kouymjian presented a paper entitled “A Unique Armenian Papyrus and 
Its Paleography” at the 15th Annual Central Valley Research Symposium held in April 
1994 at California State University, Fresno. The papyrus was also discussed in a commu- 
nication by K “Armenian Paleography: A Reassessment,” presented in June 1994 at the 
conference “Journées de Codicologie et de Paléographie des Manuscrits du Moyen- 
Orient,” organized by the Bibliothéque nationale and the Ecole pratique des Hautes 
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type of script, visually more digestible by the eye and mind, should be handled 
in the introduction or appropriate appendices or both. Various suggestions were 
made, each in turn by all three paleographers. 


2. Material to be included in double facing pages 


It was commonly agreed that the Album would be arranged with text samples 
on the right hand page and commentary and analysis on the left hand page. 
Questions of layout were discussed, such as excessive blank white on right hand 
pages of small manuscripts. Bullets or small arrows would be used on right hand 
pages to indicate which line or lines was presented on the left hand pages in pro- 
perly printed Armenian, with words correctly spaced and (perhaps) punctuation 
added and certainly indicated when existing. 

The computer generated alphabet samples which S again graciously volun- 
teered to continue working on would appear on the left hand page, though K 
thinks it might be better either at the bottom in a fixed location on every right 
page, or vertically arranged on every right hand page. Thus, alphabet and 
sample would be immediately adjacent. S said that every letter of the Armenian 
alphabet found on a sample ms page would be extracted; K thinks this a lot to 
ask of S. 

S proposes that every manuscript be described (as already done in part on the 
database generated paste-ups created by S); he proposed (in a Saturday discus- 
sion) to K that the material be divided for rechecking against published cata- 
logues. K suggested that he do Matenadaran 1-5000 mss since he has copies of 
the catalogues in Paris and Fresno, as well as mss from Paris, Vienna, and 
Venice, and that S do the others. 

K believes that the left pages should contain a bibliography of previous 
paleographical discussion of the each ms, essentially Tašean!ř, Yovsép‘ean, 
Aéaryan, Abrahamyan, Melik*-BaxSean'®, etc. Left side should also contain 
comments about the ms, script, and sample. It was also suggested collectively 
that smaller photographs of those mss with near identical scripts, but excluded 
from the final selection, be included on the left page as supportive comparative 
material. K expressed the opinion that samples published in other catalogues or 
paleographic studies, i.e. Erevan, Matenadaran, vol. 1 of the detailed catalogue, 
Jerusalem, Antelias, Tübingen, Yovsép‘ean, TaSean, Abrahamyan, etc., be refe- 
renced when possible under types or samples in the Album. K is willing to 
undertake that task. 


C. Appendices 


1. APPENDIX. Single line strips from each manuscript arranged by script groups 
(internally chronological, perhaps 20 to a page for 10 pages of appendix). K 
offers the following reflections. 


Etudes in Paris. 

15 Yakob TASEAN, Aknark mě hay hnagrut‘ean vray (An Overview on Armenian 
Paleography), Studies on the art of Armenian Writing, Vienna, 1898 (originally published 
in H.A.). 
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a. If rendered actually (true size, 1:1), the sizes of the various scripts could 
be seen in a very interesting way. 

b. If rendered so that the size of the letters in each sample (1.6. all samples) 
be of the same size (other than true size) than the distinctions in the shapes 
of letters would stand out better. 

c. Inherent layout problems will arise from any such appendix: (1) some 
samples will be shorter than others (single column versus double column 
mss), (2) if actual size is used, N versus E samples will be almost unrea- 
dable. Every problem has a solution however. 


. APPENDIX. It was suggested that a sampling of famous or very interesting 


undated or not precisely dated mss be presented (perhaps in smaller than full 
sized page samples) in an appendix without KLS trying to date them, allo- 
wing early scholarly judgment on their respective dates to be cited through 
notes. 


. APPENDIX or INTRODUCTION. Table or tables of letter types extracted from the 


computer generated samples being created by S for each ms. L suggested 
more than one way of presenting the material, and illustrated his idea by a 
chart on the blackboard. All the “A’’s (and other letters, perhaps all?) of the 
E script type arranged horizontally followed by the lines of the BNŠ types. K 
suggested a footnoting system (like text variant types) that would point out 
ms samples which shared individual letter characteristics. S wondered about 
the question of diminishing returns in the effort needed to prepare some of 
these tables. There was general agreement on the necessity of tables, but no 
clear notion emerged of the final table type(s). 


Division of Labor for the Near Future: Individual Tasks 


Kouymjian 


K will write up a report of the four day AAP workshop in Aarhus. 


2. K will control the catalogue entries for samples from Erevan Mat 1-5000. 


ei 


K will obtain and distribute materials from the BN Paris ordered a year ago 
but not yet received. He will order true size photocopies and will only 
order photos or transparencies of selected or to be selected items. 

K will work on getting the Venice and Vienna samples properly photogra- 
phed or rephotographed. 

K will work on the Cilician chancellery material, the royal and catholicos- 
sal scripts, to try to unravel the mystery of the N and Š script types. 

K will continue to work on the historical development of Armenian paleo- 
graphy (introduction) and on the general bibliography. 

K will try to find non-Matenadaran samples to produce a better balance in 
the selection. 

K will try to secure samples of Š type from the hands of famous modern 
writers. 

K will try to analyze the E series at least up to 1100. 

K will continue to report any useful information from the papyrus work 
that might bear light on the Album. 
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B. Lehmann 


1. L will provide contact prints of London and Dublin transparencies left in 
Aarhus by Stone. 

2. L will order photos of the Tübingen samples already selected. 

3. L will attend to general question dealing with the press. 

4. L will continue to attend to the very important logistical organization of the 
project and especially to its financing. 


C. Stone 


1. S has already given K and L new database printouts of the selected mss. He 
promised K he would redo the B series in chronological order if reminded. 

2. S agrees to control the catalogue entries for samples from Matenadaran, 

vol. 2, mss 5000 and above, Jer., Lon., Chester Beatty. 

S agreed to prepare fresh paste-ups of the selected items. 

S will prepare the computer generated alphabets for each sample. 

S reports he will continue with his all important script analysis as reflected 

in the individual comments accompanying the earlier paste-ups and his 

article in preparation on the MEB series. 

6. S proposes that he will attend to any rephotographying necessary in Erevan 
during his summer trip. 


a 세 


VI. Other Matters 


A. Logistics. Lehmann provided a wonderful seminar room with Mac Centris 
660AV computer with a laser printer. He also arranged all transport and 
transfers and all of the supplies and services necessary. 

B. Backup copies: 

1. Twin sets of 6 CD-ROM disks with all negatives from Erevan and Venice 
are with K & S. 

2. Printouts of 190 selected mss in E, MES, B, N. and Š groupings (plus 
intro) are with KLS. 

3. Backup of database with operating systems are with K. 

4. Complete sets of paste-ups are with KLS. 

C. CD-ROM. Stone brought one CD-ROM for K and K brought 5 CD-ROM disks 
for S. Thus, most 35 mm photography executed under the auspices of the pro- 
ject in Erevan, Venice, and miscellaneous places (Stones archives, Kouym- 
jian’s Index of Armenian Art) is in digitized form. 

D. Stone brought along a most useful guide, P. Robinson, The Digitization of 
Primary Textual Sources, Oxford, 1993, which Lehmann had copied for K 
and L. 

E. S suggested that a formal report on the AAP, perhaps in the form of a Pro- 
gress Report, be prepared and submitted to REArm as a Note or Work in Pro- 
gress, or, alternately to the Newsletters of SAS and AIEA. K prepared the 
detailed résumé at hand with that consideration in mind. 

E. Subsidia. The question of a Subsidia series of volumes related to Armenian 
paleography or codicology was discussed on several occasions in an informal 
way. Suggested topics were: 
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. Individual monograph on Armenian bolorgir. 

. A monograph on erkat‘agir. 

. A study on transitional scripts. 

. A monograph on Armenian codicology. 

. A study on Armenian bindings. 

. A volume devoted to the Armenian papyrus. 

F. The question of the next working session was brought up. S suggested it be 
in Jerusalem. K and L thought it a splendid idea. 

G. The possibility of KLS presenting a panel on Armenian paleography at a 
future meeting of the Society for Armenian Studies or other professional 
organization was discussed. 

H.L and S discussed the printing of the Album, including the use of color plates 
in the volume. 
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VII. Conclusions 


Everyone seemed very pleased by the depth of the discussion, by the accep- 
ted common vision of the final result, and by the actual work achieved toward 
the Album’s form and content. 

It was agreed that the coming stage, now through the summer, was to be 
spent on more refined and targeted research on the manuscript samples selected. 


16 St. T. MELIK*-BAXSYAN, Haykakan hnagrut‘yun, Erevan, 1987. 


